The article is based on a study of the structural funds used in Romania during [2007][2008][2009][2010][2011][2012][2013][2014]. The analysis examines all the programs carried out in the mentioned period in Romania. The study focuses on several indicators personally elaborated, which are meant to reveal the major differences between the operational programs and in each operational program by itself by comparing the ratios resulted. This research can be considered as an objective summarized examination of the first stage of EU funding in Romania.
Introduction
Although it was met with skepticism from some parties, Romania's adherence to the European Union marked an important step in supporting the socio-economic transition process which started after the revolution in 1989. Due to the fact that during [2001] [2002] [2003] Romania registered a GDP rate per capita under 40% comparing to the European Union's average GDP per capita, it has been decided that Romania benefits from a 3.79% financing from its GDP. This financing should be accessed and used through structural instruments. (Mosteanu T., Meral Ibraim)
Literature review/Theory/Calculation
The 2007-2014 stage of financing from the EU has ended but it is important to analyze the results obtained in order to see which were the strengths and weaknesses of this process of using structural funds in Romania. In this perspective we are going to analyze the ratio of the further indicators:
-Submitted projects/approved projects; -Approved sum/requested sum; -Ineligible expenses; -Beneficiary contribution; -EU contribution;
I. According to the Eurostat's classification NUTS II, Romania is split into 8 regions: region 1 -the North-East counties; region 2 -the South-East counties; region 3 -the South counties; region 4 -the South-West counties; region 5 -the West counties; region 6 -the North-West counties; region 7 -the Center counties; region 8 -the capital and adjacent county. This classification was made according to the regions socio-economic development, from the less developed to the most developed.
The main objective of the ROP is to support a balanced economic growth for each of the regions by insuring the necessary infrastructure for the development of the business environment, social environment and human capital. We can observe from the table 2 that the ratio for the first indicator regarding the submitted projects over the approved projects was 31.91%, during the period 2007-2014, which is a very low index comparing to other European countries. We also registered a minimum of 4.49% in 2012 which is totally unacceptable. It is We see a revival in the years 2013 and 2014, but this is too weak to improve the period's average. In respect to the total amount requested, it was approved by a percentage of 44.70% for the entire period, which leads to the conclusion that small projects were not approved. Source: Author
The importance of this program lies in the fact that endowments provide SMEs with high performance machines that increase economic competitiveness. However, only 32.71% of the submitted projects were approved. This shows a negative aspect which slows down the development of the acquisition of modern equipment. The relatively low accepted value is revealed also from the large number of rejected cases, over three quarters of those submitted. This program should be better exploited especially if we consider pre-financing was in the average of 20.41%, which was a starting point for acquisitions. The EU contribution was about half the value of the projects, which was a real help for SMEs that were applying for the modernization of fixed assets. A significant difference can be noticed regarding the payments from the state budget. This situation is due to the budget allocation for co-financed projects from European funds. In some cases the projects approved were severely affected because of the lack of budgetary allocations. rejected projects (over two thirds). Yet those who have accessed these funds have benefited from EU contribution of over 80%. 
Source: Author
The high percentage of pre-financing (40.66%) enabled the completion of the started projects. These types of projects were among those who benefited from more favorable financing conditions. And in these programs we witness a relatively low contribution from the state budget, probably due to the above issues.
IV. SOP E was developed in order to financially support projects that wish to implement activities which are in accordance with the national and European objectives, policies and strategies regarding environment protection, sustainability and improving the quality of the environment. Also, SOP E was a program that continued the initiative started by pre-adherence programs such as PHARE or ISPA. The situation of the SOP E projects for 2007-2014 is presented in the table 7.
Regarding the SOP M we can note that all values are around the average multi annual average. The approval indicator is between 48.12% and 74.25%. This approval ratio demonstrates that the percentage of projects is very different from one year to another. Also of note is that the value of total approved amount from the one requested knows significant values, up to 94.13%, with an average of 76.86%. This is a significant positive share in approving and developing projects with European grants. It is obvious that in the implementation of projects financed from European funds the use of ineligible expenses is indispensable, in a proportion of 24.67%, in this case, the oscillations being between 21.74% and 25.3%. The EU contribution in financing projects is crucial hovering at an average of 61.85% for the entire period, with very little variation between 60.90% and 65.92%. This contribution enables significant financial funding, almost two thirds of the EU contribution. An important role is played by the contribution from the national budget which although stands at an average of 12.01%, it involves financial budgetary effort made by the Government during the analyzed period. Using pre-financing in projects in proportion of 41.45% allowed an easing of the financial burden in the sense that there are financial resources since the beginning of the projects without the need for beneficiaries to resort to bank loans or other costly financing sources. 
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The situation of the SOP T projects for 2007-2014 is presented in the table 9. We can notice that the values of our first indicator exceeds half of the total which reveals the beneficiaries concern for achieving viable and sustainable projects that imply endorsement. However, the amount approved from the requested amount is less than 50% leading us to believe that projects with high values were not approved. We found that for carrying out these types of projects are necessary relative amounts of ineligible expenditure, 36.55% respectively. Although there is no pre-financing regarding these types of projects, their financing is almost of 100%, provided from European funds.
VI. OP ACD targeted the improvement of the public administration in Romania. This topic is sensitive for our country because the common man is disappointed with how state institutions function. The situation of the OP ACD projects for 2007-2014 is presented in the table 11. Source: Author
These types of projects have enabled the development of administrative capacity of the ATU (administrative territorial units) respectively providing fixed assets and therefore enabling efficient entity performance. The absorption ratio is one third and we notice that the number of rejected cases is high. The high percentage of the EU contribution 80% allowed the beneficiaries to complete these projects. It is significant that in the period analyzed the pre-financing greatly decreased from 88.91% to 3.80%, with an average of 7.75% over the period. The multi annual ratio is not significant and does not reflect the large differences from one year to another. This decrease in the degree of pre-financing has put the beneficiaries of projects in difficulty in the recent years. Technical assistance projects experienced the greatest degree of absorption. This confirms the great interest of the beneficiaries of this type of projects.
The important contribution of the EU resulted in the success of these projects use. This success was largely influenced by the high percentage of payments, respectively 95.88%. Although pre-financing was not substantial, the reduced contribution of the beneficiary led to the successful completion of such projects. They were probably the most accessible European projects in our country.
Results and Discussion
After analyzing the date above we have reached the following results: -There is a low rate of absorption for most of the programs; -The ratios resulted show that the state is interested in certain projects and it does not support equally each program; -The ratio regarding the approval of projects reveals two negative aspects: the selection process is not clear and effective, thus the low number of approved projects, and the applicants do not has the necessary expertise to elaborate projects; -There is no functional system to teach the applicants how to elaborate projects; -The pre-financing ratio reveals the fact that the sums allocated at the beginning of a project are very small and this results in fewer application because beneficiaries do not have the necessary funding to start a project.
Conclusions and further directions of research
To sum up, the studied showed that Romania had a slow start in accessing the structural funds and even if the situation improved over the analyzed period we can surely say that this first funding stage was not a successful one. Comparing our country with other from the EU which share similar background, Romania has one of the lowest results in benefiting from EU funding. This situation is due to the fact that we have a suffocating bureaucratic system which makes the beneficiary's effort to access funds extremely difficult. Moreover, the lack of real-time information slows down the process of actually using the structural funds. Future studies should aim to analyze the process of project approval and we believe that a comparison between EU countries would be welcomed.
